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Dear Ms. Teagle and Bourne:

This is my decision on Carol L. Teagle’s appeal of the Unemployment Insurance Appeal

Board’s decision ordering her to repay unemployment benefits she received while she was ineligible

to receive unemployment benefits.  Teagle received unemployment benefits for 10 weeks in 2004.

The Department of Labor determined she was ineligible to receive these unemployment benefits.

Teagle challenged this determination within the Department of Labor and in the Superior Court.

After the Superior Court ruled against Teagle,1 the Department of Labor directed Teagle to repay the

unemployment benefits she had received.  Teagle challenged this directive within the Department
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of Labor.  When Teagle’s challenge was unsuccessful, she filed an appeal with this Court.    

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The Supreme Court and this Court repeatedly have emphasized the limited appellate review

of the factual findings of an administrative agency.  On appeal from a decision of the Board, this

Court is limited to a determination of whether there is substantial evidence in the record sufficient

to support the Board’s findings, and that such findings are free from legal error.2  Substantial

evidence means such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support

a conclusion.3  The Board’s findings are conclusive and will be affirmed if supported by “competent

evidence having probative value.”4  The appellate court does not weigh the evidence, determine

questions of credibility, or make its own factual findings.5   It merely determines if the evidence is

legally adequate to support the Board's factual findings.6  Absent an error of law, the Board's

decision will not be disturbed where there is substantial evidence to support its conclusions.7 

DISCUSSION

Teagle argues that she should not have to repay unemployment benefits  she received prior
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to a determination that she was ineligible to receive those benefits.  The Board’s decision rejecting

her argument is based on 19 Del.C. § 3325, which states, in part, that “[a]ny person who has received

any sum as benefits under this chapter to which it is finally determined that the person was not

entitled shall be liable to repay in cash said overpayment, to the Department for the Unemployment

Compensation Fund, or to have such sum deducted from future benefits payable to the person under

this chapter.”  The applicable law is clear.  The Department of Labor and this Court, in a prior

proceeding, determined that Teagle was not eligible to receive unemployment benefits.  Once that

determination was made, Teagle became liable pursuant to 19 Del.C. § 3325 to repay the

unemployment benefits she had received while she was ineligible for unemployment benefits.  The

Board’s decision is in accordance with the applicable law.

CONCLUSION

The Board’s decision is affirmed.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Very truly yours,

E. Scott Bradley


	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3

